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The Center

The mission of the Center for Research on Elementary and Middle Schools is to
produce useful knowledge about how elementary and middle schools can foster grewth in
students' learning and development, to develop and evaluate practical methods for
improving the effectiveness of elementary and middle schools based on existin g and new
research findings, and to develop and evaluate specific strategies to help schools imple-
ment effective research-based school and classroom practices.

The Center conducts its research in three program areas: (1) Elementary Schools; (2)
Middle Schools, and (3) School Improvement.

The Elementary School Program

This program works from a strong existing research base to develop, evaluate, and
disseminate effective elementary school and classroom practices; synthesizes current
knowledge; and analyzes survey and descriptive data to expand the knowledge base in
effective elementary education.

The Middle School Program

This program'’s research links current knowledge about early adolescence as a stage
of human development to school organization and classroom policies and practices for
effective middle schools. The major task is to establish a research base to identify spe-
cific problem areas and promising practices in middle schools that will contribute to
effective policy decisions and the development of effective school and classroom prac-
tices.

School Improvement Program

This program focuses on improving . organizational performance of schools in
adopting and adapting innovations and developing school capacity for change,

This report, prepared by the School Improvement Program, examines the effects of
an urban school system's implementation of a program to reduce disorderly behavior of
middle school students.
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Abstract

This paper describes the implementation and effects of a behavior management system in
eight middle schools (including contro! schools) in an urban school district. The components of
the system included school discipline policy review and revision, computerized behavior track-
ing, classroom organization and management, and positive reinforcement. The components were
implemented in the context of an organization development process to increase school staff com-
mitment to and ownership of the program. The treatment schools and control schools showed
improvement over the three-year project period, with greater improvement for the treatment
schools, which reported significant effects on student reports of classroom order, classroom
organization, and clarity of rules. For the treatment schools, the extent of improvement corre-

s;onded to the strength of the implementation of the components.




Reducing Disorderly Behavior in Middle Schools

Providing acequate opportunity for learning is a central goal for
cffective schools. Rescarch on effective schools (Brookover, Beamer, Efthim,
‘Hathaway, Lezotte, Miller, Passalacqua, & Tornatzky, 1982; Edmonds, 1979) and
on cffective teaching practices (Brookover ct al., 1982; Fisher, Berliner, Filby,
Marliave, Cahen, & Dishaw, 1980) implies that effective schools maximize the
time students spend engaged in learning. Adecquate learning time is a necessary
condition for student achievement.

Many factors -- from the number of Iegislated school days to the stu-
dent’s interest in learning about a particular topic -- influence learning time,
but disruptive behavior is a major contributor to its oss. Gallup polls and
reports on the condition of the nation’s schools (Cabinet Council on Human
Resources, 1984; National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983) point
to disorder in schools as a primary obstacle to achicvement. Disruptive behavior
reduces Iearning time for the offecnding student who is frequently removed
from the classroom as well as for non-offending classmates whose fearning is
interrupted as the teacher attempts to bring the disruptive student’s behavior
in line.

Charleston County School District (CCSD) is typical of the nation in its
struggle to reduce disorderly behavior. In Charleston’s middle schools "nurmal"
adolescent rebelliousness combines with a low level of investment in education
among members of an cxceptionally large population of multiply-retained
youths to create high levels of disorder in the classroom. The problem dissipates
at the high school level as the less committed students drop out of school.

The suspension rate in the CCSD middle schools has ranged from 27 to
41 suspensions per 100 students per year since 1981. This high overall rate
masks large differences from school to school. For example, during the 1986-
87 school year, onc Charleston middle school had a rate of 2 and a <other a rate




of 100 suspensions per 100 students. These two schools scrved virtually idcn-
tical student populations.

These high rates of out-of-school suspension translaic into many [ost
instructional days. Last yea. in the six schools participating in the program I
am about to describe, 2,042 suspensions resuited in approximately 3,850 student
instructional days lost to out-of-school suspension. These schools also operate
in-school suspension programs. The quality of the program varies from school
to school, but even in the programs which require teachers to provide work for
students in the in-school suspension room students losc valuable instruction. If
we add aays spent in in-school suspension to our tally of lost instructional days,
we find that 7,932 instructional days were lost in these six middle schools last
year. This translates into 44 lost student years in onc academic year.

What behaviors result in suspension? A study by the Children’s Defense
Fund cstimated that in 1975, 63% of suspensions were for offenses not
dangecrous to persons or property, 25% were related to trua ncy or tardiness, and
3% were for deztruction of school property, criwtinal activity, or drug and
alcohol use (Children’s Defense Fund, 1975). We do not know to what extent
these data apply to the Charleston County schools, but an assessment of reasons
for suspension in one CCSD middle school over a three-month period showed
that of the 158 in- and out-of-school suspensions, 50 (32%) were for scrious
offenses (mostly fighting), 52 (33%) were attendance-related, and 56 (35%) for
c:assroom disruption or disrespectful behavior in class.

Evidence from the Effective School Battery (Gottfredson, 1984b) student
survey which was administered to all middic school students during the baseline
year for our study also indicated high levels of suspension and other forms of
punishment for misbchavior. Each of the cight schools surveyed scored higher
than the average score for schools included in norming sample for this battery
(mostly urban secondarv schools in the U.S.) on a measure which asks students
to report the frequenc, of punishment received in school. Only onc of the cight
Charleston schools scored within one standard deviation of schools in the




norming sample, four were more than (wo standard deviations above the mean,
and two were at the 99th percentile. These data are of concern vecause
individual scores on this school punishment scale correlate highly with other
mecasurcs of adolescent behavior problems and school failure. For cxample,
students who report high levels of punishment also report high levels of
delinquent behavior and low levels of intcgration into the schoel culture
(Gottfredson, 1984b).

Interventicn Strategies

Rescarchers at the Johns Hopkins University Center for Research on
Elementary and Middle Schools are working with CCSD to develop, cvaluate,
and refine a program to reduce disorderly behavior in the middle schools. This
collaborative cffort began during the 1986-87 school vear, a planning year, and
is continuing through the current school year. Eight schools--six treatment and
two control--were sclected to participate by district central administrators.
Principals in the cight schools agreed to participate, and then the researchers
designated two of the cight schools as control. This assignment was made on the
basis of demographics and school sjze in an attempt to ensure that the control
schools were not at cither extreme of the distribution on these factors.

{n preliminary meetings with the participating schools we Iearned about
tnc naturc of the disciplinary problems they faced, and then consulted the
research litcrature for guidance in developing a pilot program for the district.
Following is a bricf description of the components of the intervention stratcgy
which resulted.

School Discipline Policy Review and Revision. Rescarch on the sources
of school disruption clearly indicates that schools in which the students and
tcacherssay they understand what the school rules arc and that the school rules
arc administered fairly and consistently experience Iess disruption than others
(Gottfredson & Gottfredson, 1985). The first component of the program
therefore calls for revising the school’s discipline policy to increase rule clarity,




specify the consequences for each infraction, and coordinate the school-wide

policy with individual classroom policics. Compliance with the policy is
monitored and the policy is revised periodically until one that is regarded as
fair by students and staff and that the school is able to consistently enforce is
achicved. Discipline policies also contain provisions for systematically reward-
ing desired student behavior.

Behavior Tracking System. Programs which involve parentsin providing
conscquences in the home for student behavior in school have proven eff..ctive
for rcducing undesirable behavior. Home-based rcinforcement programs
(Atkeson & Forchand, 1979; Barth, 1979; Bailey, Wolf & Phillips, 1970), which
get parcents to provide reinforcers such as special meals, family outings, extra
time with parents, extra privileges, cte. in response to positive school behavior
arc clearly effective for increasing desircable behavior. One element of home-
based reinforcement involves frequent communication between the sckool and
the home to inform the parcnts about the students’ behavior, an activity that
many schools find difficult to accomplish systematically and frequently enough
to make a difference. The objective of the Behavior Tracking System is to
incrcase the frequency of communication with parents about student school
behavior and to change the nature of the communication so that parents learn
about positive as weil as negative behavior.

The computerized Behavior Tracking System stores information about
cvery positive and negative referral to the office. It is used to record referral
information, generate letters to the home to inform parents about positive and
negative referrals to the office and about disciplinary actions taken against the
student, and generate reports useful for managing school discipline (c.g., deten-
tion lists, lists of students and tcachers with more than a specified number of
referrals, summary reports of suspensions). It is also intended to promote
consistency in rule enforcement by reminding he administrator of the
administrative responses allowable for cach offense, according to the school’s
discipline code.
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Classrcom Organization and Management. Effcctive organization and
management of the classroom cun reduce disorder in the class (Emmer, Evertson,
Sanford, Clements, & Worsham, 1984). Among the important teacher practices
related to classroom disorder arc clear and ef Yectively communicated rules and
procedurces, carcful monitoring of studerc behavior and follow-through with
conscquences for breaking rules, maintaining student responsibility for
academic work using a fair grading system and frequent and systematic
fecdback about student progress, instructional clarity, and organizing
instruction with attention to the type, sequence, and pace of activities as well
as to the cfficiency of transitions from activity to activity.

This third comporent of the Charleston program is designed to replicate
as closcly as pessible the intervention used by University of Texas rescarchers
which demonstrated a reduction in classroom disorder using a teacher training
intcrvention focusing on the teacher behaviors described abave. We used the
same materials and enlisted the help of two of the original University of Texas
rescarchers to provide the initial training. We also adapted the original system
of classroom obscrvations for monitoring implementation of the new classroom
practiccs,

Positive Reinforcement Strategies. Most demonstrably cffeetive
classroom management strategics are built around social learning principles:
Conscquences or cvents that follow a behavior affect future behavior.
Reinforeers increase the behavior, punishments decrease the behavior,
Carcfully controlled experiments in which researchers have worked closcly with
teachers have shown that contingent usc of teacher and peer attention, sof't-
verbal reprimands, and short-term time out from positive reinforcement are
cffective for reducing the level of disruptive behavior and increasing the level
of appropriate bechavior in the classroom (O’Leary & O’Leary, 1977). The
rescarch supporting a varicty of social learning strategics is compelling:
Successful techniques include changing antecedent conditions (O’Leary,
Kaulman, Cass & Drabman, 1970); modeling (Broden, Bruce, Mitchell, Carter &
Hall, 1970); social reinforcement (Hall, Lund & Jackson, 1968; Madsen, Beeker,
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Thomas, Koser & Plager, 1968; Madsen, Madsen, Saudargas, Hammond, Smith
& Edgar, 1970; McAllister, Stachowiak, Baecr & Conderman, 1969; Thomas,
Becker, & Armstrong, 1968); activity reinforecement (Harris & Sherman, 1974;
Lovitt, Guppy, & Blitncr, 1969; Osborne, 1969); token rcinforcement (Brooks,
1975; Miller & Schncider, 1970; O’Leary & Drabman, 1971), time-out (Sloane &
Macaulay, 1968; Wahler, 1969); and responsc cost (Barrish, Saunders & Wolf,
1969; Kazdin, 1972). Rescarch overwhelmingly supports the ef fectiveness of
social reinforeers (praising, complimenting, smiling) as conscquenees for
improving behavior.

The fourth component of Charleston’s bechavior management program is
based on the view that misbchavior results in part becausce the environment
reinforces undesirable behaviors and fails to reinforee desirable behaviors, It
is designed to help school personnel to structure the school environment so that
(a) expeetations for student behavior are understood by students and staff; (b)

conscquences for misbchavior arc understood by students and staff: (c)
misbchavior is responded to consistently and in accordance with well eommuni-
cated rules and consequences; and (d) desirable behavior reeeives positive
reinforcement. We developed a training manual and used it in conjunetion with
an cxisting book on modifying classroom behavior (Buckley & Walker, 1978).
The Buckley and Walker book covers general principles of behavior modifica-
tion, and the manual covers speeific strategics for (a) inercasing individual’s
desirable behavior (contingency contracting, home-based reinforeement, and
token economy), (b) deereasing undesirable behaviors (e.g., extinction, time-out
and response-cost), and (¢) increasing desirable behaviors for an entire elass
(c.g., the "Good Behavior Game™" and wholc-elass token ceonomics).

Method of Implementation

Much ficld research fails because the intended interventions are not
implemented as anticipated. Parts of the PDE method (Gottfredson, 1984a;
Gottfredson, Rickert, Gottfredson & Advani, 1984) arc being used in the
Charleston project to achicve faithful implementation of the intended interven-




tions. We arc using components of the PDE mecthod to (a) cnsure that the goals
of the project and thc theoretical rationale that connects the activitics to be
implemented with problems we seck to reduce are clearly understood:; (b) ensure
that the shorter term objectives of the program (i.c., the intermediate outcomes
such as an increasc in the perceived clarity of the school and classroom rules)
are clearly understood; (c) measure the goals and objectives frequently and
provide timely fecdback about the catent to which goals and objectives are
being met; (d) establish clear performance standards; (¢) assess organizational
obstacles and creatc plans to overcome them; (f) monitor performance on an
ongoing basis and provide workers with feedback about their performance; and
(g) clearly specify critical benchmarks and tasks and the person(s) responsible
for accomplishing cach task by when. Previous ficld trials indicated that the
full PDE method was a useful tool for bringing about cffective change in a
varicty of settings, including inner city schools in Baltimore (Gottfredson, 1987;
Gottfredson & Gottfrcdson, 1987).

School improvement teams. A team of school staff persons in cach school
is expected to use components of the PDE method to increase the strength and
fidelity of program implemcatation. Each principal identified five to ten
original tcam members during the planning year. They receive either a small
stipend ($100) or threce graduate credits for their work.

Two members of each team [one administrator and one teacher) received
brief training during the planning year in the PDE planning method. These
team members were expected to lead their teams through a planning process to
preparc the school for the program which would begin the next Fall. This small
group of twelve (two persons from each treatment school) worked together to
specify concrete performance standards for each program component, and tcam
leaders worked with their individual teams to specify in what ways standards
for their specific school would differ. Specifying concrete performance
standards is an important step in the PDE method. These standards are
cxpected to provide conercte, observable standards against which the actual
performance of the implementing staff can be compared.
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+ «c school teams alsoreviewed and revised their school discipline policy,
oricnted their facultics to the program and developed a strategy for school-
wide implementation of the new practices. Teams of "experts” were identificd
in cach school. These expertsare classroom teachers who volunteered to join the
school improvement tecam and to become part of a staff development ¢ffort in
the school. Six to ten tcacher volunteers from cach school agreed to attend a
training workshop to Iecarn about the classroom organization and management
and bchavior change strategics, organize and carry out staff development
workshops covering these strategics for their entire school staffs, monitor the
level of implementation of the new strategics in their collcagues’ classrooms,
and provide constructive fecdback and ongoing tcchnical support to their
colleagucs as thcy implemented the new.practices. "Experts” were given the
option of receiving a small stipend or graduate credit through the local
community college for their extra work to improve discipline practices in their
schools.

The membership of this tcam changes each year. Some schools clected
to rotate faculty members cach year. Others clected to keep the same members
for two ycars. The rencwed teams receive the same training at the beginning
of the second program year that the original team members received.

Information feedback. Information fecdback is an intecgral component
of thc PDE method. Fecdback to individual teachers occurs informally when
tcam members provide assistance and suggestions about ways to improve
classroom practices. Teachers alsc receive individualized feedback twice each
year fromstudent and teacher surveys (to be described below), and they receive
fecedback about their disciplinary referrals at the discretion of the assistant
principal or principal.

All teachers fill out logs to record which behavior change strategies they
usc with their students and classes. These logs are used by team members to
monitor teacher use of the new s‘rategies. We also experimented with classroom




observations by tcam members. Team members used observation forms designed
to measure student cngagement rates and the extent to which teachers are
achicving the standards for classroom organization and management. These
obscrvations were dropped from the program after the first year when efforts
to overcome scvere scheduling and time problems and tcacher discomfort with
"evaluating” onc another proved unsuccessful.

Teams also receive feedback at the school level. Classroom climate
inventories designed to measure classroom organization and management, rule
clarity, tcacher support, and disruptive behavior in the classroom are ad-
ministcred to teachers and students quarterly. School averages for all tcachers
in each school are reported to the school teams four times per year. A
comprehensive school assessment battery (The Effective School Battery; G.
Gottfredson, 1984b) is also administered to teachers and students annually. This
battery provides much of the data nccessary for the evaluation of the project,
and serves as an important source of information for organizational develop-
ment work in theschools. Once per year we work with the administrators of the
participating schools to present the ESB results, help schools interpret the
results, and discuss strategies for improving weak arcas identified by the
surveys.

All disciplinary incidents and positive rewards to students generated
by the office are recorded in the computerized Behavior Tracking System. The
computer records arc sent to Hopkins periodically and information on the
number and nature of disciplinary incidents compared with previous years and
on the usc of and days lost to suspension is provided for the school teams
quarterly. The BTS also provides schools with the capability to generate on-
the-spot summarics of referrals by teacher or student.

To summarize, Charleston’s bchavior management system has four
components: (a) school discipline policy review and revision, (b) computerized
behavior tracking, (c) classroom organization and management, and (d) positive
reinforcement. These "technological” components are implemented in the




context of a limited organization developricnt activity aimed at increasing

school staff commitment to and ownershi,. of the program and providing school
staff with the planning and management skills and information necessary to
effectively manage the implementation of the school improvement program in
their own schools.

Methods

In this paper I report interim results of the evaluation of the program
just described. This cvaluation considers only results from classroom climate
surveys which arc administered quarterly to all teachers and students in all
classcs except gym in a specificd period. Surveys are completed by tcachers and
students in the six treatment and the two control schools.

Five scales measure classroom climate. One is based on teacher reports,
and four on student reports. Following is a brief description of cach scale.

Classroom Order--Teacher Reports. This is a sixtcen jtem scale of
Likert-type items asking the teacher to report the extent to which students
cngage in a range of disorderly behaviors and the extent to which disorderly
bechavior disrupts the Iearning process. The behaviors reported range in
seriousness from failing to pay attention to destroying or damaging property in
the class. Classes with high scores on this scale experience less disorder than
classcs with low scores. The scale is formed by averaging the sixteen items. Its
alpha rcliability, estimated with the data from one quarter, is .94.

Classroom Order--Student Reports. This is a fourteen-item scale of
Likert-typc items asking students to report the extent to which students cngage
in a range of disorderly behaviors and the extent to which disorderly behavior
disrupts the learning process. The behaviors reported range in sericusness from
failing to pay attention to destroying or damaging property in the class. Classes
with high scores on this scale expericnce less disorder than classes with low
scores. The scale is formed for each classroom by averaging the classroom
means for cach of the fourteen items. Its alpha reliability, cstimated with the
data from one quarter, is .96.

Order and Organization--Student Reports. This is a five item scale of
truc-false items asking students to report about the level of organization in the
class and the extent to which students are cngaged by what is happening in the
class. Classes with high scores are more well-organized and engaged than classes
with low scores. The scale is formed for each classroom by avcraging the
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classroom means for cach of the five items. Its alpha reliability, estimated with
~—the data from one quarter, is .89.

Rule Clarity--Student Reports. This is a three-item scale of true-false
items asking students to report on the clarity of the classroom rules. Classes
with high scorec are those in which students report that there is a clear set of
rules to follow, and that the teacher cxplains the rules and the consequences for
breaking them. The scale is formed for cach classroom by averaging the
classroom means for each of the three items. Its alpha reliability, estimated
with the data from one quarter, is .80.

Teacher Support--Student Reports. This is 2 three-item scale of true-
false items asking students to report about the supportive nature of the teacher.
Classes with high scores are those in which students report that the teacher
takes a personal interest in the students, goes out of this or her way to help the
students, and is like a friend. The scale is formed for each classroom by
averaging the classroom means for zach of the three items. Its alpha reliabil-
ity, estimated with the data from one quarter, is .82. Although increasing
teacher support is not an objective of the program, we inciude this measure
because previous experience with pregrams which sought to increase rule clarity
and consistency of rule enforcement suggested that an unintended side effect
of such programs is a decline in students’ perceptions of the teacher support.

Results

Table 1 shows the mcans and standard deviations for the five classroom
cnvironment measures described above. The means shown on the table are
averages of individual classroom averages which are themselves averages of
scale scores across all quarters in which the classroom participated in the
survey each year. Therefore, the scores which are averaged and presented on
the table are themselves averages of one, two, three, or four quarters of data for
cach year, depending on the number of quarters each class participated. These
mceans are presented scparately for treatment and control schools and for each
of the threc years of the project. Year one is the planning year, and year three
is the current school year, which, of course, is not over yet.

The table shows improvement for treatment and control schools over
the project period, but the improvement is greater for the treatment schools.
For the treatment schools, all five measures are higher in the third year than in
the bascline ycar, and the improvement is statistically significant for students’
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reports of Classroom Order, Classroom Organization, and Rule Clarity. For the
control schools, four of the five measures improved over the entire period, and
the improvement for Rule Clarity is significant.

The results in Table 1 mask the considerable variation across schools in
the strength of implementation and in the effectiveness of the program. Three
of the six treatment schools successfully implemented all or most of the program
components. Three implemented the components wecakly, if at all. Figure 1
shows the series of Classroom Order mean scores (student reports) for the ten
quarters for which we have data so far.}

These serics are shown scparately for the three strong implementation
treatmentschools, the three weak implementation treatment schools, and the two
control schools. The graph shows that the low implementation schools’
performance was similar to the contrcl schools’. They arc marked by the same
pattern of scasonal variation in classroom order, but there is gradual improve-
ment, albeit slight, over the ten quarters. The high implementation treatment
schools started of f with significantly lower classroom order but end up (so far)
at the top of the order. Their scores are marked by the same ¢bb and flow
pattern as the other schools, but their improvement is more dramatic over the
tcn quarters.

Discussien

The data described above are entircly consistent with the reports of
school tcam members and principals about the strength of implementation in
their schools. The three low implementation schools report that they have been
unable to achicve strong implementation in their schools. A report of the
perceptions of school personncl about the program documents in detail the per-
ceived sources of the implementation difficultics (Hess, Mack, & Gottfredson,

"The number of classrooms on which cach graphed point is based varies
from quarter to quarter. Minimum and maximum N’s for each group of schools
are: Control: 38, 49; Low Implementation: 68, 83; High Implementation: 65, 91.
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1989). The Dbiggest differences between the low and high implementation
schools are team leadership and staff commitment to the program.

Weak tcam leadership in the carly stages of the program resulted in low
staff commitment. Participants agreed that the way the program was intro-
duced to the staffs affected greatly the level of staff commitment to the
program. At onc of the low implementation schools, the computerized behavior
management componentof the program wasoveremphasized and the components
that would involve staff effort were underemphasized in initial meetings with
the staff. Team members were not fully briefed on the program before they
attended the initial training and were surprised to learn of the critical role they
would be expected to play in staff development in their schools. The principal
of this school left after the planning year and the assistant principal who had
responsibility for the program left midway through the first implementation
year. It took the ncw administrators time to accept the program as their own,
and by then it was difficult to gencrate commitment to the program, even
among the tcam members.

In another low implementation school, the principal who agreed to be in
the project was replaced just before the initial training. The assistant principal
took responsibility for the project, but the new principal did not give high
priority to the project during the first year, and the assistant principal left in
the beginning of the scecond year. Weak lcadership was also a problem in the
third low implementation school. The principal has never taken a leadership
role, and the assistant principal who had responsibility for the project was a
weak leader and left after the first year.

In shorf, weak leadership by the school’s administration is such an
overriding factor in these schools that the teams are unable to work effective-
ly to develop and implement the program. The tcam members report feeling as
though they are in the difficult position of trying to get the faculties to
implement a program they do not own, and feeling little support in this task
from their building administrators.

13




It is interesting that the control schools performed as well as these low
implementation schools, if not better. Control schools received some services.
They received school-level feedback from the classroom surveys and the annual
climate survey identical to the treatment schools. They also received feedback
on the number of disciplinary referrals annually. Their teachers recejved the
same individualized fecdbark from the classroom climate surveys that the
treatment school teachers received. An administrator from each treatment
school attended cach of the feedback mcetings and participated in discussions
about how to strecngthen the program. These administrators were also given
copics of materials used in training sessions for the treatment school teams.
Over the next several months we will be studying exactly how the control
schools used these materials. It may well be that simply providing information
fcedback in a low-pressure atmosphcre promotes more beneficial change than
morc intensive efforts in the absence of skilled Icadership.

Conclusion

Survey data and practitioner’s bucceptions agree that the strategies
implemented in CCSD’s pilot program to reduce d. orderly behavior are
effective. The quarterly student surveys show overall statistically significant
improvement in students’ reports of classroom orderliness. These overall
improvements mask large differences from school toschool in the effectiveness
of the program.

The most evident implications for improving the program include engag-
ing the staff in activities aimed at building commitment prior to the initiation
of the school improvement endeavor, and ensuring administrative support for
the program and administrator stability. It may also be more productive to
train all teachers in the behavior and classroom managcement strategies and to

14
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usc the tcams in a peer coaching and support role only. Our experience implics
that cven in the "strong implementation® schools, thc behavior management
. stratcgics arc not being implemented in as strong a form as they could be

becausc the training for the entire school staffs delivered by tcam members was
rclatively weak.
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Table 1

Means and Standard Deviations for Classroom
Environment Assessment Measures, Three
Years, Treatment and Control Schools

. Treatment Control
Measure = eeeeiiiliil e
M SD N M SD N
Year 1 (baseline)
Classroom Order, Students 3.28 .49 211 3.44 .39 59
Classroom Order, Teachers 3.71 .61 211 3.90 .50 59
Classroom Organization 1.67 .16 211 1.7 .14 59
Rule Clarity 1.83 .10 211 1.85 .07 59
Teacher Support 1.66 16 211 1.68 .16 59
Yesxr 2
Classroom Order, Students 3.38%* 51 206 3.44 .43 61
Classxoom Order, Teachers 3.68 .62 207 3.85 .47 60
Classroom Organization 1.70 .16 207 1.73 15 61
Rule Clarity 1.86%* 09 207 1.86 .10 61
Teacher Support 1.68 .16 206 1.66 .17 61
Year 3 (partial)
Classroom Order, Students 3.46%% 54 210 3.55 .43 56
Classroom Order, Teachers 3.77 .62 211 3.97 .47 56
Classroom Organization 1.72%% |17 210 1.76 .14 56
Rule Clarity 1.89%% 10 210 1.88% .08 56
Teacher Support 1.69 .16 210 1.8 .15 56

Note. Means are based on classroom averages for all classrooms
participating in the survey for all quarters each year except Year 3,
which includes only the first two quarters.

*Difference between mean for starred year and baseline year is
significant at the p < .05 level.

**Difference between mean for starred year and baseline year is
. significant at the p < .01 level.
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Figure 1

Student Reports of Classroom Order
by Level of Implementation, 10 Quarters

Me2an, Classroom Orderliness

Quarter

—— Control schools —+ Low imp. schoole ™= High imp. echools

Firat 4 Guarters are Baseline
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